Joint Military Intelligence College

June 1999

A FLOURISHING CRAFT:
TEACHING INTELLIGENCE STUDIES

Occasional Paper Number Five

Papers Prepared for the 18 June 1999
Joint Military Intelligence College
Conference on
Teaching Intelligence Studies at Colleges and Universities



Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
JUN 1999 2. REPORT TYPE 00-00-1999 to 00-00-1999
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

A Flourishing Craft: Teaching Intelligence Studies £b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
Joint Military Intelligence College,200 M acDill REPORT NUMBER
Blvd,Washington,DC,20340-5100

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’ S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE Sa_me as 159
unclassified unclassified unclassified Report (SAR)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



The Joint Military Intelligence College supports and encourages research
on intelligence issues that distills lessons and improves support to
policy-level and operational consumers

This series of Occasional Papers presents the work of faculty, students and others whose research on
intelligence issues is supported or otherwise encouraged by the Joint Military Intelligence College
through its Office of Applied Research. Additional copies of unclassified papers in this series are avail-
able through the National Technical Information Service (www.ntis.gov).



Occasional Paper Number Five

A FLOURISHING CRAFT:
TEACHING INTELLIGENCE STUDIES

Edited by Russell G. Swenson, PhD

JOINT MILITARY INTELLIGENCE COLLEGE
WASHINGTON, DC
JUNE 1999

The views expressed in this paper are those of the authors
and do not reflect the official policy or position of the
Department of Defense or the U.S. Government



CONTENTS

Foreword . ... ..o V....

Teaching Intelligence: The Intellectual Challenges

Mark M. Lowenthal. . . ... . . 1..
Teaching Intelligence: Getting Started

John Macartney. . . . ... 11 ..
A Virtual UN Security Council: Educating for Multilateral Strategic

Decisionmaking

Perry L. Pickert . ... ... 3r...

Teaching Intelligence: Diagnosing the Threat of Weapons of Mass Destruction
RE Burnett and RobertPringle. . . .......... ... ... ... .. .. 47.

Teaching Vision
Mark G. Marshall . . ... 57..

Structure and Core Competencies of the Drexel University Competitive
Intelligence Certification Program
Katherine M. Shelfer. . ... ... ... 85..

Outsiders and Outside Information: Toward Systematic Assessment
Davis B. Bobrow and Michael J. Rattie . . . ........................ 109.

Teaching Intelligence at a Jesuit University
Frank J. Smist, JL . ... o e 125 ..

Intelligence Studies: The Case of Austria
Siegfried Beer . . . ... 143. ..

Aboutthe Authors . . ... .. 155. . ..



A FLourisHING CRAFT:
TEACHING INTELLIGENCE STUDIES

FOREWORD

This Conference on Teaching Intelligence Studies at Colleges and Universities estalt
lishes another benchmark in the advancement of thought on the democratization of tt
concept of intelligence and of the intelligence calling. In the tradition of Sherman Kent's
Strategic Intelligence for American World Poli¢}949) and Roger Hilsman&trategic
Intelligence and National Decision4956), and in the spirit of Klaus Knorr'srgign
Intelligence and the Social SciencBesearch Monograph No. 17 (Princeton, NJ: Center
of International Studies, 1964), this collection of papers highlights the convergence of
academic and applied factions in the pursuit of intelligence professionalism.

The environment of intelligence studies has been documented over the years by ac
demic surveys and Conference proceedings. Bruce Watson and Peter Durtaty Mili
Intelligence and the Universiti€Boulder, CO: Westview, 1984) reflects on the status of
intelligence studies from the perspective of the Defense Intelligence College, now the
Joint Military Intelligence College. Their work was followed quickly by Marjorie Cline's
Teaching Intelligence in the Mid-198@¥/ashington, DC: National Intelligence Study
Center, 1985), a review of College and University course offerings on an internationa
scale. The Central Intelligence Agency's Center for the Study of Intelligence hosted :
Symposium in 1993 that documented progress made toward the release of crucial histol
cal material for understanding the contribution of intelligence to U.S. policymaking and
implementation. The CenteSymposium on Teaching Intelligence, October 1-2 1993: A
Report(Washington, DC: CSI, 1994) and subsequent stream of publications have drama
ically improved scholarly access to important information. The Center has also made
available many articles fronStudies in Intelligencdsee www.odci.gov/csi/studies/).
Efforts now underway include an international surveylrfitelligence and National Secu-
rity of academic intelligence courses being offered and an even more comprehensiv
international survey of applied as well as academic intelligence study programs by Kare
Frykfors von Hekkel of Sweden.

Authors in this volume merely represent the many others who harbor a boundless pa
sion for learning and teaching about intelligence. Nearly all the authors come to the craf
with years of experience in the application of intelligence principles and practices, usually
but not always within government circles. Readers will note some very well-known
names among these authors, and the College is pleased to count two of its own facul
among them. The Editor also notes that the next Occasional Paper in thisliseiles,
gence Essentials for Everygneill continue the impulse toward convergence of govern-
ment and private-sector reflection on the science and art of intelligence.

Russell G. Swenson, Editor
AFswerg@dia.osis.gov



TEACHING INTELLIGENCE:
THE INTELLECTUAL CHALLENGES

Mark M. Lowenthal
Open Source Solutions, USA

| NTRODUCTION

On its face, the teaching of intelligence should not be extremely difficult. Intelligence,
as an enterprise and activity, has established norms, fairly well-accepted functions, and ¢
ever-growing body of literature from which to draw. And yet, teaching intelligence in a
way that gives a substantial appreciation for the subtleties, the nuances and the idiosy
crasies of the craft is, | believe, a challenge. Because intelligence remains a fairly close
enterprise, not all who teach intelligence will have had much exposure to it apart from
their readings. This is not to suggest that only veterans of intelligence can teach it, but
does mean that there are significant issues that need to be highlighted for anyone teachi
intelligence to enable them to portray it accurately.

In the pages that follow, | will identify those questions in the teaching of intelligence
that seem the most problematical; discuss why these particular issues pose challeng
and suggest ways in which these challenges can be addressed. My views are drawn prin
rily from my experience with two graduate courses that | have offered over the years a
Columbia University and George Washington University and from writing a textbook on
intelligence!

WHAT IS “l NTELLIGENCE? ”

This is, of course, the starting question. The very fact that it is a question is intriguing
in and of itself. If one were conducting a course on defense or agriculture or transporte
tion, very little time would be spent defining the nature of the subject matter. Intelligence
is different. Virtually every book on intelligence seems to begin with a somewhat long and
often tortured definition of “intelligence.”

Thomas Troy is one of the few authors who tackles the question héddeoargues
that intelligence is, quite succinctly, “knowledge of the enemy.” What Troy offers in
brevity he lacks in depth. After all, we may not have “knowledge” but only well-based

1 Intelligence: An Introductory Textyill be published by Congressional Quarterly Press during
the 1999/2000 academic year.

2 Thomas F. Troy, “The ‘Correct’ Definition of Intelligencésternational Journal of Intelligence
and Counterintelligence 8Vinter 1991/92): 433-54.



supposition. Intelligence is often imperfect, incomplete or subject to varying interpreta-
tions, all of which put intelligence in a category that is something other than “knowl-
edge.” And it may not be about “enemies.” Rivals who are not enemies (the U.S. allies in
the European Community come to mind on the issue of trade) or even peaceful but
unstable neighbors are all legitimate intelligence concerns. “Interest” or “national secu-
rity interests” (both of which would still require definition) may be better referents than
“enemies.”

Troy, unlike many others, does not emphasize the secrecy of sources in his définition.
But we must admit that to many it is the secret aspects of intelligence that seem to be
essential and the most alluring. Secrecy plays a role, in that intelligence focuses on infor-
mation that one nation would keep from another, or information that one nation has
obtained from another by means it would rather not reveal. But there is more to intelli-
gence than that. Intelligence is information that has a special and unique relationship to
policy, whether that information is secret or not.

Interestingly, Troy has little use for the definition crafted by Sherman Kent, who
defined the major activities of intelligence as knowledge, organization and dckivty.
basic difficulty with Kent's definition is that it tends to reduce intelligence to a product.
But if intelligence is to have any use in the policy process aitproduct that is delivered
to policymakers.

The view here is that intelligence can and should be defined as organization, as process
and as product resulting from the process —i.e., who does intelligence, what do they do
and what do they produce. One way to express this is what | c8luthBurhamdefini-
tion, based on the comment by the baseball manager in that movie who assures his hap-
less team that baseball is easy: You throw the ball; you hit the ball; you catch the ball. So
too, with intelligence: You ask a question; you collect information; you answer the ques-
tion. A more sophisticated definition is the following:

Intelligence is the process by which information is requested, collected,
analyzed and provided to policymakers; the products of that process; and the
carrying out of operations as requested by lawful authorities.

| NTELLIGENCE Vs. PoLicy

One of the most fundamental principles of intelligence as practiced in the United
States is that intelligence is subservient to policy. There are numerous reasons for this
principle. First and foremost, intelligence is supposed to be about those issues uppermost
on policymakers’ minds, and those issues about which policymakers should be aware

3 Winn L. Taplin, “Six General Principles of Intelligencéjternational Journal of Intelligence
and Counterintelligence @Vinter 1989): 477-81.

4 Sherman KentStrategic Intelligence for American Foreign Poli@rinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1949), xiii.



even though they may not be working on them. If this connection is not being made thel
intelligence runs the risk of being irrelevant. Second, if one goes back to the 1947debate
in Congress over the role of the CIA under the National Security Act, one sees a consic
tent concern that the CIA might turn into some independent “Gestapo.” By keeping intel-
ligence subservient to elected officials and their duly appointed subordinates, there is
check against this possibility.

To those with experience in the government—in either intelligence or policy — this
principle is so fundamental as not to need debate or even mention. But its importance
such that it does need to be stressed in the classroom. It is also very difficult to conve!
The concept of intelligence having a wittisgbservientole runs counter to popular (in
both fiction and media) images of intelligence —talented free lancers, out on their own
always working on the edge, fighting against both their known enemies and, very often
the people back home who sent them out in the first place.

The full significance of the policy/intelligence relationship is somewhat difficult to
convey. There are very real bounds on what intelligence can say: Policy recommendatior
by intelligence officers (on all issues other than those that are strictly intelligence; that is
collection operations) are strictly forbidden. On the other hand, policy makers are quite
free to disagree with intelligence and to offer analyses of their own. The relationship is
one-sided, as it should be in a government run by and for policymakers.

But there is yet another layer to this model. At the most senior levels, the line betweel
policy and intelligence begins to blur. At the most senior levels it is difficult to imagine
that intelligence officials would be able or willing constantly to demur when asked about
different policy options.

Conveying these subtle shadings of relationships is difficult. One last aspect that is dif
ficult to convey is the fact that personalities matter. With all due deference to some of my
colleagues in the field of political science, government is not a series of little boxes inter:
acting with one another. Those little boxes are inhabited by men and women with beliefs
histories, biases, strengths and weaknesses, friends and foes. These all enter into the ec
tion as well and should be mentioned if the students are going to develop a true appreci
tion for how the policymaking/intelligence system works. Also, as | have pointed out
elsewhere, the policymakers and the intelligence officers come at their relationship fron
two very different points of view and points of interest.

There can be no more striking example of the real consequences of policy and intel
ligence discussions than the hearings on the second nomination of Robert Gates to |
the Director of Central Intelligen®Although it came as something of a shock to out-
siders, there was ample testimony about the seriousness of analytical debates within tl

5 Mark M. Lowenthal, “Tribal Tongues: Intelligence Consumers, Intelligence Producers,”
Washington Quarterl{5 (Winter 1992): 157-168.

6 U.S. Congress, Senate, Select Committee on Intelligblusaination of Robert M. Gates
Hearings. 3 vols. 102nd Congress, 1st session, 1991.



Intelligence Community, and the fact that these debates can have very real and often
stark consequences for policy and for careers. There are winners and losers.

CoverT AcTION

For all of the writing about and controversy over covert action, this is not as difficult a
realm to interpret as some other aspects of intelligence. A central issue is a moral one:
Does one accept or not the legitimacy of recourse by nations to covert action? Based on
personal experience, | would argue that this depends more on the nature of the times than
anything else. The question was more controversial among students in the late 1960s and
1970s and much less so in the 1990s. More important is the ability to stress that covert
action makes sense—and can only be justified—if it is carried out in relationship to
well-thought-out national security goals. That, to my mind, is the key issue. The complex
and very sad Iran-Contra affair makes a useful case in point on several levels about how
not to run a covert actiohBeyond that, one gets into interesting discussions of what
works and what does not along the continuum of covert action, from propaganda and
political intervention out to paramilitary operations.

Popular misconceptions about intelligence are a factor here as well, because these have
undoubtedly served to raise the level of expectation as to what is possible, what is carried
out whether it is permissible or not, and what is likely to work in covert action. It is
important to make clear that expectations and planned outcomes vary with the types of
operations being discussed. The derring-do aspect tends to overwhelm the real art: careful
planning and experienced officers. Very few covert actions are sudden “come as you are”
affairs. They are planned out for many months in advance. Indeed, this is a key element
that needs to be stressed in the classroom.

Another important issue is the yardstick by which one measures the effectiveness of
covert action. Is it success vs. failure? How long a period is valid for judgment? For
example, the 1951 coup in Iran that overthrew Mossadegh achieved its aims. Some argue,
however, that even though the Shah was restored, this still led to the Khomeini regime in
1979. Others (myself included) counter that maintaining a friendly regime in power for
eight years in a region as volatile as the Middle East is still a positive achievement. Even
without arguing causation, there is an interesting debate here between those who worry
about the longer-term consequences of covert action and those who see policy in more
finite time periods.

The issue of assassination as a covert action tool also reflects the times. Again, students
seem more permissive in the 1990s than were their predecessors. One of the old chestnuts
of this debate is the case of Adolf Hitler. Would not the world have been better off if Hitler

7 Two useful sources are Theodore Dragevery Thin Line: The Iran-Contra AffajNew York:
Hill and Wang, 1991) and President’s Special Review Board [The Tower Commi&apo}t of
the President’s Special Review Bo&wlashington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
February 26, 1987), which has a very concise summary of its findings.



had been assassinated? Hitler actually makes an interesting instructional case when
asks students at what point in his career would Hitler have become a target, without th
benefit of hindsight. From his accession to power in 1933 until 1939, Hitler was an
accepted European statesman, the nature of his internal regime notwithstanding. The
would have been no reason to contemplate his assassination. Once the war commenc
different rules begin to apply. Is Hitler a legitimate target as an enemy commander ir
chief? Is that the basis for his assassination or is it the heinous regime he embodies? It
interesting to point out the recent revelation that British intelligence considered assass
nating Hitler as late as 1945, but gave up the effort after they concluded that Hitler’s
increasingly erratic decisions were of great benefit to the Allies!

One of the sad truths about assassination as a policy tool is that it is an act of desper
tion, something to come to when all else has failed. But that also underscores the vel
shallowness of the act and the distinct possibility that it will not solve the larger problem
at hand.

COUNTERINTELLIGENCE AND COUNTERESPIONAGE

This murky world is among the most difficult aspects of intelligence to convey. Again,
one is hobbled at the outset by persistent images from the fictional world of spies ani
double agents. A key point to be conveyed, | believe, is the ultimate fragility of a system
that involves human beings in highly risky enterprises with access to information that they
know is prized by those who have it, by those from whom it has been taken, and by thos
who may want it. Here we are on the edge of human behavior, facing issues of trust ar
betrayal. It is also important to point out the very real difficulties in determining on a
timely basis when counterintelligence penetrations have been made, and the difficulties ¢
dealing with the two most likely behaviors associated with this issue — absolute trust in
one’s subordinates or extreme paranoia. At a very basic level, people tend to trust thos
with whom they work; this leads to witting blindness to the shortcomings of others. On
the other hand, vigilance can turn into paranoia, as some accused James J. Angleton
practicing.

Counterintelligence has become a more interesting issue in the aftermath of the Col
War. The various cases of “friends” spying on one another (Aldrich Ames for the post-
Soviet Russians; France and the United States; Israel against the United States v
Jonathan Pollard) raise important questions about the use of espionage, its role as an int
ligence tool regardless of ideology, and the difficulties of counterintelligence. And not
least, it is important to point out the counterespionage aspects of counterintelligence: i.e
learning about your opponents’ methodologies, requirements, etc. by their efforts to pene
trate your service. This is not to suggest that being penetrated by a hostile service is goa
but there are things to be learned from the experience.

8 T.R. Reid, “British Spies Planned Many Deaths for Hitler; Plots Halted When London Decided a
Bumbling Fuhrer Was Better than a Dead Ol¢gd'shington Pos®4 July 1998, A32.



THE RoLE oF CONGRESS

To be blunt, much of the problem in portraying the legitimate role of Congress as an
overseer (and sometime intelligence consumer) in the U.S. system derives from the fairly
low opinion that most individuals have of Congress as an institution. Most students come
to this aspect of intelligence with the same bias toward Congress as too many Executive
branch officials: Congress is home to leak-prone busybodies who are more likely to gum
up the works than to add anything of value to the process.

My own views are clearly formed to a large degree by the fact that much of my federal
career was spent on Capitol Hill. But they are also formed by my belief that the drafters of
the Constitution were serious when they created a government in which power was
divided among the branches, which are to be viewed as both separate arfidFeqgual.
points need to be made in teaching about Congressional oversight. First, the role of Con-
gress as an overseer is not only legitimate, firmly based in the Constitution, but also nec-
essary. The “checks and balances” system is central and it works, pretty much as
intended. Second, for better or for worse, the key to oversight is the budget process. But
here, it is important to remember that Congress is the branch that has the money; the
Executive only has programs. Third, popular misconceptions notwithstanding, the Execu-
tive is the source of 90-95 percent of all the national security leaks in Washington. Most
leaks are generated either by the need to show off or by a confession of bureaucratic
impotence. Congress has better means at its disposal to affect policy —the budget! This is
not to suggest that Congress is a pristine keeper of secrets. It is not. But Congress’ record
for keeping secrets far surpasses that of the Executive. Fourth, the Executive branch actu-
ally derives benefits from the oversight system, as it affords the Executive a means of co-
opting Congress when sharing information. If Members or staff are briefed about some
Executive initiative —be it policy or operations —and they do not react to it or oppose it,
then they have tacitly given their support, whether they realize it or not.

Finally, it is important to discuss the ramifications of Congress becoming more of a
day-to-day player in intelligence, and its growing role as another consumer of intelli-
gence, once largely the preserve of the Executive brdnch.

ANALYSIS

| was and | am an analyst and so my teaching emphasizes analysis. But this emphasis
is also based on my belief that the goal of intelligence is to put analysis (broadly
defined) before policymakers so as to help them make informed decisions. Operations

9 Fortunately, we have an excellent book on Congress’ intelligence oversight role: Frank J. Smist,
Jr.Congress Oversees the United States Intelligence Comn2mdted. (Knoxville: University
of Tennessee Press, 1994).

10 On this point see L. Britt SnideBharing Secrets with Lawmakers: Congress as a User of
Intelligence (Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Intelligence, 1997).



aside, intelligence activities that do not in some way contribute to this goal are largely
pointless. There are at least three aspects of analysis that | find very difficult to convey
how to deal with the issue of “truth;” with uncertainty; and with the bureaucratics of
analysis.

In a way, the issue of truth and analysis reflects the earlier “What is intelligence?”
question. | firmly believe that the one thing that intelligenceoisabout is truth. If we
knew something to be true it would not be a question for intelligence. (In that regard, |
have always believed that the quote that Allen Dulles had inscribed at the entry to the ol
CIA building— “And ye shall know the truth and the truth shall set you fdedth VIII-
XXXII"—is a nice sentiment but has nothing to do with what was going on inside the
building itself.) Intelligence has long wrapped itself in the old saw that its role is “to tell
truth to power.” The image this attempts to convey is that of an entity that calls it as it see
it, no matter what the consequences. As noble as this is, it is both false and fraught wit
conseguences.

Every intelligence analyst knows that there are times when analysis may need to pull
punch or run the risk of destroying future entrée to or credibility with policymakers. This
reflects the real world versus the textbook. This is not to suggest that intelligence analys
can or should lie or even misrepresent, but it does mean that there are times when the
are careful shadings to be made. Truth has a relentless and absolute quality to it. All t
often, intelligence is about things that are only half-known, or based on intuitive leaps
from fragmentary evidence. Also, if the goal of intelligence is truth, then are those who
may oppose a certain analytical viewpoint the purveyors of falsehoods? Of course not, b
this is the sort of intellectual trap into which “truth telling” can lead. Moreover, the con-
stant claim by intelligence to being a truth teller in the corridors of power is almost comi-
cal: jesters had the same role in the Middle Ages!

The second problem with the “truth telling” model is more subtle. It places unaccept-
able and unattainable burdens on intelligence. As Walter Laqueur has pointed out, muc
of this derives from social science theories that were prevalent during the intelligence
community’s formative years. Some practitioners and theorists in fields like interna-
tional relations believed that various new methodologies (operations research, game th
ory, etc.) could be applied so as to give their pursuits the same “hardness” as the scienc
The view here is that intelligence analysis is more craft than science.

Indeed, the “truth” paradigm leads to the second problem in discussing analytica
issues, the uses and abuses of ambiguity. There are inevitably issues on which the intel
gence will remain ambiguous. This is problematical, but even more problematical is the
issue of how to convey that ambiguity. English, as a Germanic language, does not len
itself well to this problem. Most of the words to which an analyst would likely be drawn
(“however; although; perhaps; on the one hand, on the other haoofhe across more

11 Walter LaqueurA World of Secrets: The Uses and Limits of Intelligetidew York: Twentieth
Century Fund, 1985), 293-98.



as being pusillanimous than as efforts to convey uncertainty or ambiguity. This may seem
like a grammatical nit that is being picked, but it can be a substantial issue in terms of
both intelligence analysis itself and how policymakers view that analysis. Unfortunately,
it can also become a crutch for some analysts.

Finally, there is the “bureaucratics” of analysis, the various games that get played in an
enterprise that calls upon multiple authors from multiple offices or agencies. | have already
touched on one aspect of this in my discussion of the “hard ball” aspects of analysis as
revealed by the Gates’ hearings—there are real winners and losers. Beyond that there are
other tactics that are seen in the analytical world: back-scratching and logrolling on points
of analytical differences; footnote swapping (“I'll take yours if you take mine.”); false hos-
tages (creating points of disagreement so as to have something to trade). The point, again,
is that intelligence is not some abstract intellectual or political process. It is a human
endeavor and must be understood on both the theoretical level and on the real level as well
if students are to come away with an accurate appreciation for the subject.

“PoP” INTELLIGENCE

| have long eschewed the use of intelligence fiction—novels or movies—in my
classes. My reasons for this are twofold. First, so much of it is so very bad as a means of
conveying the real world of intelligence. The demands of fiction— characters who are too
often “black or white,” the need for action, the difficulty of conveying the complexity of
many policy issues or of the likelihood that there may be more than one crisis brewing at
a time —run counter to too many of the realities of intelligence. The closest | have come
to a fictional source that | have liked is an old British television séfesSandbaggers
which manages to convey some of the bureaucratic aspects of intelligence both internally
and externally.

Second, the necessities of plot lead to an emphasis in novels and movies on espionage
and covert action, which, taken together, remain a very small facet of intelligence. But let
us face it head on: Intelligence analysis is not the stuff from which compelling fiction is
made. Earnest people sitting at desks, reading, thinking, writing, and attending meetings
for group editing sessions hardly make for a compelling book or movie.

There may be something to be said for an historical review of trends in the fictional
presentation of intelligence, but that is a cultural issue that largely lies beyond the purview
of the main themes that | try to teach.

CONCLUSION

To some extent, the teaching of intelligence has been hobbled by the fact that it is a rel-
atively new academic endeavor. Prior to the late 1970s there were hardly any such courses
at all, and almost no useful literature upon which a course could be built. The very great
explosion of writings on intelligence that began in the aftermath of the investigations of
1975-76 both piqued interest in the subject and helped create a broader literature base —



albeit one fraught with danger, as | have pointed out elseWfiras, we are concerned
with an academic subject that is barely 25 years old.

Beyond its relative academic novelty, there are at least two other factors that imped
the teaching of intelligence: lack of exposure to its inner workings on a regular basis by
some who teach the subject, and the effect of popular misconceptions, largely stemmir
from fiction.

But | return to the point with which | began: Intelligence can be taught in a serious way
and with a good feel for its nuances and difficulties. This requires, first, an appreciation o
those aspects of intelligence by the teacher, and second, a careful selection from amo
the still-growing literature. The proper teaching of intelligence —like any other
subject— should have challenges and does have answers to those challenges.

12 Mark M. Lowenthal, “The Intelligence Library: Quantity vs. Qualityitelligence and National
Security 2April 1987): 368-373.
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| NTRODUCTION

College courses on the CIA and/or intelligence were non-existent when | was ar
undergraduate back in the 1950’s, and the same was true when | went to graduate sche
in the 1970’s. Today, however, courses on the CIA and intelligence abound in this countr
and, to a lesser extent, abroad. Because most of us in today’s professoriate never to
courses on intelligence as students, there is some question of where to start. That’s tl

subject of this paper.

WHAT IS | NTELLIGENCE?

In the United States, intelligenc
information is collected, analyzed
and disseminated for just one
purpose —to support U.S. foreign
policy. That is, intelligence isfor-
mation about foreign affairs which is
supplied to policymakers so they bet
ter understand the world and mak
better informed decisions regarding
U.S. policy. Supplied by our intelli-
gence agencies with information, it is
up to our policymakers (not intelli-
gence officers), to deal with the

world. Intelligence is a very impor-

Why Study Intelligence?

Intelligence plays a critical support role in everything this
country does in foreign affairs.

Unless one understands intelligence one cannot understand
U.S. foreign policy. Moreover, because the U.S. is such a
colossus on the world stage, it is difficult to understand inter-
national relations — how the world works — without a gen-
eral knowledge of how the U.S. foreign policy community,
and therefore U.S. intelligence, works.

Also, as intelligence has become integral to the function of
the UN, UNSCOM, NATO, the IAEA and other IGO’s it
becomes important to understand the intelligence business
if one is to comprehend how international institutions work.

tant input to foreign policy, but intelligence officers and agencies do not themselves
make or even weigh-in on policy decisions. Spy novels, Hollywood movies and sensa
tional headlines have given most a distorted picture. Stripped of its James Bond/Rogu

Elephant mystique,
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Intelligence is a dedicated and usually tailored foreign information support
service for government policymakers, planners and implementers.

That's my definition, which is shorter than but nevertheless very much in synch with
the definition used by other scholars and by the CIA itself:

Reduced to its simplest terms, intelligence is knowledge and foreknowledge of
the world around us —the prelude to decision and action by U.S. policymakers.
Intelligence organizations provide this information in a fashion that helps con-
sumers, either civilian leaders or military commanders, to consider alternative
options and outcomes. The intelligence process involves the painstaking— and
generally tedious — collection of facts, their analysis, quick and clear evalua-
tions, production of intelligence assessments, and their timely dissemination to
consumers. Above all, the analytical process must be rigorous, timely, and rele-
vant to policy needs and concerhs.

In short, intelligence is the processingrdbrmation Functionally, intelligence is sim-
ilar to journalism and academic research. Unlike the media, think tanks and other infor-
mation producers, however, intelligence deals only in foreign information, providing it to
a restricted government clientele, and often tailors its products (briefings, maps, reports,
digitized data, etc.) to specific policymakers. Moreover, intelligence has its own dedicated
and sometimes exotic information sources, including secret agents and elaborate systems
of high-tech sensors.

And, of course, intelligence focuses primarily on foreign political, economic and mili-
tary information that foreign governments, firms or NGO’s may conceal and distort.

surprise attack weapons proliferation terrorism

human rights abuses unfair trade practices peacekeeping violations
drug smuggling treaty violations international crime
environmental threats bribes or kickbacks natural disasters

What About Covert Action?

In addition to supplying information and analysis to policymakers, the primary role for
intelligence agencies, there are two related missions, covert action and counterintelli-
gence. Although a small part of the intelligence business, these two provoke firestorms of
controversy and are frankly, sexy and fascinating subjects. Either could be addressed by

L Central Intelligence Agenc Consumer’s Guide to Intelligend@AS-00039, February 1994,
vii. For more information on the academic debates over the definition of intelligence, readers are
advised to consult Abram Shulsi8ilent Warfare 2nd Edition, Revised (Washington, DC:
Brassey'’s, 1993), especially chapters 1, 7 and 8. In brief, whereas the CIA and | both define
intelligence in terms of information for policymakers, the definition advanced by Shulsky and
some others conceives of intelligence more as a weapon in the struggle between nations. See also
Thomas TroyThe “Correct” Definition of Intelligencelnternational Journal of Intelligence
and Counterintelligenct (Winter 1991-92), 433-454.
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an entire course, and both should be included in any course on intelligence. But the
should be kept in perspective as “intelligence reldtedtideavors that occupy only a
small percentage of intelligence funds and personnel.

Can A “Secret” Subject Be Studied?

Until the 1980's it really could not. There just was not enough information available.
Today, however, there is a rich literature —indeed, we are awash in intelligence memaoirs
studies, textbooks, government documents, web sites, professional and academic jou
nals, newsletters, symposia and the like.

APPROACHES TO T EACHING | NTELLIGENCE

The concept of teaching intelligence at the college level has two major connotation:
and several variants. In addition, several principles of teaching intelligence can be sin
gled out, depending on what topics the instructor chooses to cover.

Full Courses and Subsets

There are courses like the one | teach at American University devoted entirely to intel
ligence, two or three hundred nationwide, and then there are the many thousands
courses on foreign policy or the Cold War which include one lesson or perhaps severz:
lessons on intelligence, not to mention the attention to intelligence issues in increasin
numbers of business courses, especially those on international business.

Historians, Political Scientists, and “X-Files” Fans

Three variants of teaching intelligence are worth noting. One arises from the dichot-
omy between the historian and the political scientist. While this paper will be of interest
to those who teach from an historical perspective, my own approach tpéktscal sci-
ence or process, approach. That is, how is U.S. intelligence organized, what does it dc
and what difference does it make? A second variant stems from another dichotomy —
between U.S. intelligence and intelligence in the generic, comparative, or foreign, sense
| primarily address U.S. intelligence and, along with that, the U.S. foreign and defense
policymaking milieu. Another variant, | am afraid, is related to the behavior of the few
professors out there who approach (and teach) intelligence from what might be called &
“X-Files” or Oliver Stone-type perspective. | would like to open their eyes, but in my
experience, conspiracy mavens are not interested in facts, and they will find scant utilit
or comfort in my suggestions.

2 This is the terminology Congress uses to differentiate intelligeecee which is about

collecting and analyzingpformation from counterintelligence, which is akin to law
enforcement, and covert action, which is a secret policy action where the hand of the U.S.
government is concealed.

3 Robert Gates, “The CIA and Foreign Polidygreign Affairs 66 (Winter 1987/88), 216.
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In sum, this paper is addressed to professors who teach or would teach about intelli-
gence, whether as a whole course or part of a course. It will focus on U.S. intelligenc